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ot He Smetnwear weapons arsenal
- to “paxity”, with the United: States is contributing.
; to ahasn: r&evaluatmm of NA"‘O military strat-.

mg Soviet conventional attack.’: Asdong asthe United.
:States was generally believed to-have nuclear supenomy
ioverthe SovietUnicn,thethmtotmingnnclwweapons
ﬁrstwasmelydaaﬂeuged.autmwanthatxschangmg,
i Arguments  that: were once “academic — Over whether ]
i Washington would' acmany use these weapons and sk}

. Lastweek,the::e xssuw, long debaxed by the experts,
. broke into general publicview. Secretary of State Alexan-
: der M. Haig Jr; already busy fending oft a Congressional
' resotution for 2 nuclear weapons freeze, strongly upheld |
 traditional NATO doctrine against criticism by. four for-

mer senior officials. The four argued that it was time to-

move toward abandoning what they cansidered a suicidal
. commitment by the United States to use nuclear weapons |

first, if necessary. The threat; they said, was no longer |

credible and to maintain this doctrine could only **add to'
the risk of nuclear war” and a.nall-out nuclear exchange.-
The four were Robert S. McNamarta, former Secretary of ]
Defense, and McGeorge Bundy, White House pational se-
curity adviser in the Kennedy. and.Johnson administra- |
tions; GeorgeF.Kennan.farmerAmbassadorto MoSCow, |
andGerard €. Smith, former director of the Arms Control-
and Disarmament Agency and’ Prqid@t,}iixpn’s:}ead,
WeaponS DegOtiator: - 57 Hvs Sabrifurs b * oo
- The{easibility of this no-ﬁrs‘.mse doctrine
tyectly on whethe NATO isin a position to defend jtself:
against &’ boo-niclear attack. with conventional: forcw
alone, that is,. without resort to nuclear weapons. Mr., Haig"
said NATO was not in such a fositior, which helps explain
why Moscow' rcan atford to take the miclear pledgenot to
fireﬁrst.Advoca:smtheWestatano-ﬁrst -use policy, he;
said, !'seldom gomtoproposethat "the United States rein-’,
‘troduce thé draft, triple the size of its armed forces and 3
put its ecopomy, (it a wartime 1 fooﬁng » He argued that’
‘these steps would be necessary to connterbalance *the ]
Soviet conventional advantages and geopolitical posu:!un1
n Burope LSEAEEL S USROG i s
"y ReaganAdm!nisu-a on and | oth military experts in;
Washingtonbelieve the Russians know they would haveto |
pay an extremely high price i they attacked and that they
could not be confident of. the outcome. But the experts
clearly do not’ ‘feel comfortable with the balance of con-
ventional forcés between NATQ and the Warsaw Pact.i.”‘q?
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T Itxsalsotrue.however,thatMoscow getsmoreforits

.Caspar-W.\'Weinberger, in -his }
tion: to Congress; eoncluded that “the’
posture.

‘quality of NATO’S. deterrent has weakened in re- |
‘cent years, jind aif accelerated-U.S 'and allied force im-]
provement effort Is tieeded it NATO'is to retain a viable |

miﬂatddmapa&ﬂ!tydmﬂngthe’l%ﬂ’s »* Pentagon of- ]

ﬂdals say. this means that right pow,NA’xo ‘could with-

Ak n Remt Wncwars Dart theet® hnt after a week Or SO 3

STAT |

“’Harold Brown, Defense Secretary in the Carter Ad-"
tmmstx'atlcn, said in a recent interview, ‘‘the Soviets have
-to have doubts about a successful attack, but not asmany -
as Lwould like them to have.” But he added that NATO
forces were in better shape than at any time since the -
-mid-1960’s. -Although the Warsaw Pact was ahead, he -
said, the correlation of torces is' “exther level or changmg
mmrdirectmn.” R G e
= ':c.rContmmng a longstandmg budgetary pattern, more
than half the $1.6 trillion the Reagan Administration pro-’
: poses to spend for defense in the next five years would be
-for NATO. What is the preponderance of opxmon (m what
all this money has bought and what it will buy?

* Doesn’t the Soviet Unlon far ou'tspend the
Unlted States? i nii S d togeia S L2

“The Central. Intelhgence Agency estimates that in
19m the Soviet Union spent $175 billion on military forces,
‘50 percent more than the United States. Both sides spent
the bulk of these funds on the European theater. The
C.L.A. comparison is measured in dollars which, experts
- agree, overstates the Soviet figure because the salaries of
low-paid Soviet troops are com;mted in terms of much
’higher-American servicemen’s pay. Nonetheless, almost
_all experts agree that Moscow has been outspending

- Washington for conventional forces in Europe by $10 bil-

hmto&ﬁbnﬂxonayeardmngthelastdecade i

. But this comparison leaves out allied expendmm on
both sides. The International Institute of Strategic Studies
in London reports that Moscow’s Warsaw Pact allies col-
lectively:spend $20 billion to $30 billion per year, while
America’s NATO allies spend $100 billion. Thus, NATO
‘outspent the Warsaw Pact in the 1970’s by several hundred
‘billion dollars. When allied or fnendly nations in the Far

-East are added, the West’s: margm of "spending supen- :

oﬂty” iseven wider. -issanrrann TS TR G

money.. Manpower in Eastern Europe is much cheaper

than in the West. and all its allies use Soviet-made major
‘arms and equipment. NATO tolerates enormous duplica-]

- .tion of effort, with several countries producing their own
aircraft, tanks and other arms. NATO spends more, but

“for political and economicreasons having little to do _mth i

secunty,theEastgetsmorebangformebuck. S ¥
- Does '

ny ;,TheexperSSayyes.TheWarsaw Pact leads NATO in
numbers of virtually all kinds of wwpons often by mar-
:gins of two-to-one or greater. The gaps'are pamcula.rly‘
- ‘striking. in” tactical . aircraft; “tanks, - antitank* missile
.Jaunchers, artillery and air defense guns. Taking quahty
linto account mitigates the picture somewhat. NATO.air-
.craft generally stay in the air Ionger and carry more pay:]

‘Joad.-NATO tactical planes, for example, carry.three to

CONTINUEL |

Istand
tham Sanitized Copy Approved for Release 2010/06/28 : CIA RDP90-00552R000100780001-6




